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Bourdieu did not write anything explicitly about education policy. Despite this negJeet, 
we agree with van Zanten that his theoretical concepts and mcthodological approaches 
can contribute to researching and understanding educal:io:ppoticy in the context of 
gJobalisation and the economising of it. In applying Bourdieu's'theory and methodology 
to research in education policy, we focus on developing his work to understand what we 
call 'cross-field etfects' and for exploring the emergence of a 'global education policy 
field'. These concepts are derived from some of our recent research concerning 
globalisation and mediatisation of education policy. The paper considers three separate 
issues. The first deals with Bourdieu' s primary 'thinking tools', namely practice, habitus, 
capitals and fields and their application to policy studies. The second and third sections 
consider two additions to Bourdieu's thinking tools, as a way to reconceptualise the 
functioning of policy if considered as a social field. More specifically, the second section 
develops an argument around cross-field effects, as a way to group together, research and 
describe policy effects. The third section develops an argument about an emergent global 
education policy field, and considers ways that sllch a field affects national education 
policy fields. 
Kevwords: cross-field effects: global cducation policy field; mediatisation; 
glo'balisation: policy effects 
Introduction 
Bourdieu did 110t write anything explicitly about education policy (van Zanten 2005). 
Despite this neglect, we agree with van Zanten (2005) that his theoretical concepts and 
methodological approaches can contribute to researching and understanding education 
policy in the context of globalisation and the economising of it. It is our contention that 
Bourdieu's theoretical ensemble, including the concepts of habitus, capitals, field and prac-
tice, which sit in synergistic relationship to each other, can assist research on education 
policy. Further, we think his methodological insights sllch as the rejection of a stance of 
epistemological innocence, the need for reflexivity, research as fIeldwork in philosophy and 
epistemology as a pragmatic issue, can also assist in education policy research. Bourdieu's 
work helps with considerations of education policy as text, produced in a fIeld of policy text 
production with its specific logics and implemented in a fIeld of professional practice with 
its different logics of practice. 
However, our interest in this paper moves beyond a straightforward application to under-
standing the policy cycle and the inevitable refractions in policy implementation across 
competing logics of practice. As Bourdieu (1999) argued, there is a need to move beyond 
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'methodological nationalism', given that 'inte]]ectual life, like all other social spaces, is a 
home to nationalism and imperialism' (220). Given the conditions of glob ali sat ion, we argue 
that this rejection of methodological nationalism is central to researching education policy, 
as policy ideas and the policy generating community today 'dwell in travel' (Clifford 1997). 
Globalisation has witnessed new scalar politics and rescaled 'policyscapes' and thus offered 
challenges to the way we conceptualise and research education policy. 
Within this paper we consider the application of Bourdieu' s concepts and methodology 
to research in education policy. Wc focus on developing Bourdieu's work to understand what 
we call 'cross-field effects' and for exploring the emergence of a 'global education policy 
field'. These concepts are derived from some of our recent research concerning globalisation 
and mcdiatisation of education policy (Lingard and Rawolle 2004; Lingard, Rawolle and 
Taylor 2005; Rawolle 2005, 2(07). The rcmainder of the paper considers three separate 
issues. The first section deals with what we consider Bourdieu's primary 'thinking tools' and 
their application to policy studies. The second and third sections consider two additions to 
Bourdieu's thinking tools, as a way to reconceptualise the functioning of policy if considered 
as a social Held. More specifically, the second section develops an argw11ent around cross-
Held effects, as a way to group together, research and describe policy effects. The third 
section develops an argument about an emergent global education policy field, and considers 
ways that such a field affects national education policy fields. 
Bourdieu's conceptual triad: practice, habitus and social fields 
The primary 'thinking tools' (Bourdieu in Wacquant 1989,5) in Bourdieu's work include the 
concepts practice, habitus and social fields, which we refer to as' Bourdieu' s conceptual triad'. 
Practice 
Bourdieu identified his interest in practice most clearly in three books: Outline q/a theory 
(f practice (Bourdieu 1977), Distinction (Bourdieu 1984) and The logic q/ practice 
(Bourdieu 1990b). Social praetices became the foundational concept for which his research 
offered accounts. The practices of everyday lives were the primary object of his study, be 
they meal customs. malTiage strategies. visiting art museums or conducting scientific 
research. Despite being so foundational, Bourdieu never offered simplistic definitions of 
practice, instead constituting the concept as a rich but open category for activities that have 
a social character and meaning, the specific details, structure and effects of which emerge 
in research. Borrowing from Warde (2004), we suggest that when Bourdieu talks of prac-
tice, he indicates three interconnected associations. First, practice is the calTying out of an 
activity, for example, running a policy review, responding to submissions for a review, 
debating terms of reference in a public forum or implementing recommendations of a 
review's findings. Second, practice is the nominalisation of a process, or the formal 
naming of an activity that gives it social organisation, points of harmonisation and bound-
aries, such as the naming and instituting of specific policy reviews. Third, practice is 
differentiated from theories about practice, and is circumscribed by shorter cycles of time 
that give it structure, limits and meaning. For policy research, there is potential in all three 
associations (activity, naming and differences il'Om theories about practice), with the clear-
est methodological principles to be found in his writing about practice as social activity 
and naming. 
The account of practice offered by Bourdieu is distinctly social and differs from those 
that treat practice as something best understood in terms of internal mental states, ethically 
o 
.-< 
o 
N 
N 
o 
Journal a/Education Policy 73] 
informed actions or rational decision making. Bourdieu suggests that knowledge of the 
intentions or mental states of other agents is tangential to the fit between agents' actions 
and their contribution to broader practice. For Bourdieu the act of producing a practice, 
such as negotiating the implementation of policy with other agents in a meeting, is not 
wholly rational, due to time constraints and the multiplicity of other actions that must be 
negotiated. Practices for Bourdieu are public, subject to scrutiny by other agents and rela-
tional. Bourdieu's entire theoretical and methodological approach is relational, in that field, 
habitus and practice refer in a sense to 'bundles of relations'. The concepts that Bourdieu 
developed to offer explanations of patterns of practice produced by individuals and groups 
were habitus and field. 
Habitus 
It may appear that providing an accowlt of practice without appealing to rational decision 
making and mental states leaves a limited set of options for a theoretical reconstruction 
of practices. What Bourdieu offers in place of predefined concepts is a reworking of an 
Aristotelian concept, habitus. For Bourdieu, habitus is used to theorise practice without 
identifying either rational mental states as the sole origin of action, and without appealing 
to the mind's ability to represent actions (Burkitt 20(2). Habitus provides the connection 
between agents and practices through 'systenlS of dispositions', which are bodily incorpo-
rations of social history. Habitus provides predispositions towards and capacities for prac-
tice for agents, I. which are transposable to different contexts. Like practice, habitus is an 
open concept that, in its most general applications, indicates the socially developed capacity 
to act appropriately. It is a socio-genetic concept in the sense that it does not specify which 
parts of the body or mind are generative of particular practices, just that it is that which 
allows an agent or group of agents to produce a practice. The concept of habitus does not 
imply that all practices are generated in an irrational manner, or without conscious thought, 
but that agents are differently positioned to he reflexive about their practice, and in the 
process of producing many practices, wholly rational choices are not possible. Nonetheless, 
and somewhat paradoxically, Bomdieu noted that habitus can be 'controlled through awak-
ening of consciousness and socioanalysis' (1990a, 116). Further, sllch awakening or refIex-
ivity is deemed as necessary to an effective research habitus. From a research perspective, 
the specific practice or set of practice that are being examined then give some specificity to 
what sets of dispositions are of interest, slIch as a scientific habitus (Bourdieu 20(4) or a 
linguistic habitus (Bourdieu 1991). There is potential, tben, to talk about a policy habitus, 
implying the sets of dispositions that dispose agents to produce practices related to policies 
(Stensh 2(06). 
One of the problems that face dispositional accounts of practice is that a predisposition 
towards practices does not on its own explain the expression of that predisposition in thc 
actual production of a practice. For example, holding critical or sceptical dispositions 
towards education policy does not on its own explain why agents (e.g. policy-makers or 
teachers) will selectively oppose some policies, while engaging others. Given that the rela-
tionship between habitus and practice is socio-genetic, it could be that resolutions offered 
in genetic theory fit this problem. To explain: genes provide a predisposition to the expres-
sion of different characteristics in living things, such as particular genes associated with 
different cancers. Yet the expression of these genes does not always Jollow in people who 
have these genes. Rather, it is in the interaction between genes and environment that the 
predisposition may be expressed. The environment provides the stimulus for the expression 
of predispositions, with the concept of field providing the stimulus in Bourdieu's theory. 
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5'ocial fields 
The third part of Bourdieu's conceptual framework describes the environment/habitat 
within which agents' habitus is expressed in practice. For Bourdieu, the social environment 
consists of a multiplicity of social fields in which agents produce practices, compete with 
one another and develop social capacities. Bourdieu engages with Durkheim and Weber in 
terms of the complexity ofthe division oflabour, but also nods in the direction of Marx with 
his overarching field of power and in the direction of feminist accounts with gender as 
another overarching field. Historically, the focus on social fields was one of the last major 
additions to Bourdieu's theoretical framework, and was developed most explicitly when he 
was adapting the use of practice and habitus for sociological research in France. What can 
be viewed as a mark of difference between Bourdieu's earlier anthropological studies of 
practice in Algeria and later sociological studies in France is an attempt to rework sociolog-
ical concepts to provide accounts of how capitals are concentrated and distributed in differ-
ent fIelds in capitalist societies. For Bourdieu (1986), each social fIeld provides a way of 
accumulating and distributing field specific forms of capital (social capital, cultural capital, 
symbolic capital and national capital) and mechanisms for the conversion of capital between 
fields; each ofthese forms of capital is in a sense a 'transubstantiation' of economic capital. 
What Bourdieu calls a social field is an ordering of different aspects of social life that 
provides a structure and history to agents who invest in specific practices. Bourdieu's use 
of social fields appears to be a nomenclature to name and refer to studies of institutions. 
Hence, in place of literature and the mis, Bourdieu uses the concept of the 'field of cultural 
production'; the 'journalistic field' (Bourdieu 1998a) in place of the media; the 'fIeld of 
politics' refers to politics (Bourdieu 19(3); and so 011. The point of such nomenclature is to 
both create a break between the specific studies of practices that Bourdieu and his 
colleagues produced and other studies of these institutions, and to provide a systemic and 
cumulative account of the make-up and fUllctioning of capitalist societies. 
In order to study a social field, Bourdieu seeks to provide an account of the relations 
between agents within the fIeld through studies of their practices. Researching a field 
involves the identifIcation of practices attached to it, identifying dominant and dominated 
agents within a field and measuring different forms of capital possessed by agents. In the 
main, the later part of Bourdieu's theoretical work is devoted to reworking sociological 
studies of different institutions within the framework of social fields. In the majority of 
cases, this involves studying institutions to provide a coherent account of the practices 
specific to the field, the functioning of that particular fIeld and the kinds of groups and 
forms of capital located within it. 
To return to practice, one of the major contributions that the concept of social fIeld 
suppOliS is an argument that fIelds provide something like a magnetic attraction for agents 
who are disposed to engage in a given field (if their habitus is aligned to the fIeld). The 
effect of a field on an agent then is dependent on their habitus, their position in particular 
fIelds and the strength of the fleld relative to other fIelds in which the agent is active. But, 
to bring discussion back to policy research, this raises some questions about how the 
concept of social field relates to policy practices and policy effects. The research problem 
that confl:onts Bourdieuian-based studies of policy is, quite simply, how to derive method-
ological principles and data collecting methods using his theoretical triad. It seems reason-
able to suggest that education policy practices are not only partially inf1uenced by the 
policy fleld, but also by other fields such as the fIelds of journalism, the field of the state or 
bureaucracy, the fIeld of school education, the field of higher education and the field of 
politics. 
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Towards an account of the policy field 
Our argument is that there is a need for the development of additional conceptual tools for 
the concept of a policy field to be mcaningful and generati ve to policy research in education. 
We argue this because one of the major foci of policy research involves the relationships 
between and effect of the policy field on other social fields. We thus tlLfn to recent literature 
that extends Bourdieu's work to explore a broader theory of social fields (Couldry 2(03). 
To develop a full account of policy effects, the way that the policy field links to fields such 
as the field of politics, the fields ofjoumalism, global policy fields and the flc!ds of educa-
tion need to be researched flLfther. Drawing on oLlr research, we consider the potential that 
the concepts cross-field effects and global education policy fields hold for education policy 
research. 
Policy ami cross-field effects 
'Ihe concept of cross-field effects was developed from research into the mediatisation of 
policy (Rawolle 2005, 2(07), involving a Review of Australia's Science Capability 
(Commonwealth of Australia 1999), referred to as Batterham's Review after the chair, 
Dr Robin Batterham, then Australia's chief scientist. 'Ihis Review resulted in a report 
that supported the adoption of a federal knowledge economy policy (Batterham 2(00). 
Cross-field effects were developed as a way of grouping together effects that illustrate the 
influence of the field of print journalism on policy practices, and the inf1uence of the fleld 
of policy on journalists' practices (Rawolle 2004, 2005a, 2(07). '['he genesis of this concept 
was methodological, as it was developed in order to identify and study a group of policy 
effects that were not easy to describe without additions to Bourdieu's conceptual triad. The 
applicability of the concept is wider, hO\vever, and offers an account of policy effects that 
is sensitive to the role that different fields play in the production of policy practices. 
In education policy, one of the more influential accounts of policy effects has been 
developed by Stephen Ball (2006/1993, 51), which revolves around a distinction between 
first- and second-order effects. The first order involved 'changes in practice or structure' 
(which are evident in particular sites and across the system as a whole). The second order 
denoted 'the impact of these changes on patterns of social access and opportunity and social 
justice' (Ball 200611993,51). Using Bourdieu, Ball's policy effects can be further refined 
to distinguish between two different kinds of field effects that result f1'om policy practices. 
First, policy practices are associated with effects within policy flelds, For example, institut-
ing a policy review has effects on policy agents who are assigned to the review, and the 
practices they are expected to produce over its course. These effects are therefore internal 
to the policy field itself. Secondly, policy practices are associated with effects that lie 
beyond the policy field. For example, producing a media release about a policy review may 
hold effects for journalists who specialise in that area of policy, both in terms of repOlting 
and investigative practices. Cross-field effects related to policy identify this second class of 
effects associated with policy practices. 
If policy is conceived as a policy fleld, then cross-field effects relate to the impact of 
policy practices on agents in other fields. This implies that agents in other fields must 
find relevance in particular policy practices in order for cross-field effects to be gener-
ated: their habitus must predispose them towards policy practices. While some groups of 
these effects have been expanded in some detail elsewhere (Lingard and Rawolle 2004; 
Rawolle 20(5), we will focus on one class of cross-field effects modelled on the argu-
ment that Ian Hacking makes about the link between looping effects and human kinds 
(Hacking 1995, 2003). 
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Hacking's argument is applicable to policy studies and the development of mechanisms 
to understand cross-field effects. Hacking's work built 011 an w1derstanding of the way that 
emergent psychological categories provide new ways to be a person. For example, the 
developmcnt of categories such as anorexia nervosa provided quite specific and detailed 
indicators for psychologists to diagnose and treat people. This psychological nominalism. 
IIacking (1986 .. 222) described as 'making up people'. The counterbalance to this process 
was the way that people responded to these classifications and the actions of psychologists 
who diagnosed and treated them. People so categorised may come to adopt the classification 
as a kind of self-identity, and fonn groups as support or as a social identity. Alternatively, 
people may retreat from their classification and adjust their behaviours to avoid labelling. 
llencc, for JJacking (1995), people provide a moving target for psychological classification 
schemes. Interactions between classification and people's behaviours and views of them-
selves were described as 'looping effects'. 2 
The importance of Hacking's work for the argument here is the logic of practices of 
naming and looping that it provides ...... 'dynamic nominalism' (llacking 20(3). Hacking's 
argument can be understood as an account of how practices of naming, categorising and 
diagnosing in the field of psychology impact on social groups in different fields, through the 
action of psychological capital and authority. This logic of 'making up' and 'looping' could 
be applied to other social fields in which practices of naming, categorising and forms of 
diagnosing occur. If applied to the field of policy , the practices of naming, categorising and 
diagnosing problems could be relevant to understanding how policy texts and practices 
cause effects in other social fields. To relate discussion back to practice: Ilacking's argu-
ment holds relevance to two of the ways that Bourdieu uses practice (Warde 20(4), in the 
sense that nominalism is a key aspect of Bourdieu's view of practice, and the 'looping 
effect' could be applied to activities generated by diagnosis and categorisation. Looping 
effects offer a mechanism to help explain the emergence of cross-field effects from policy 
practices. 
In the research on mediatisation of policy, two kinds oflooping effects occurred simul-
taneously, in the sense that the practices of naming .. categorising and diagnosing policy 
problems \vere generated by both policy agents and jomnalists, situated in their respective 
fields (Rawolle 20(7). Policy agents produced media releases, provided interviews to 
journalists and offered opinions about Batterham's Review, while journalists produced 
articles about the Review. What appeared as a common thread to these practice interac-
tions was a desire to steer, frame or shape media debate, through the production of themes 
that could be adapted to the field of print journalism or the field of policy (Fairclough 
2(00). Journalists and policy agents adopted a range of strategies that produced cross-field 
effects. 
The themes generated by policy agents and journalists were, in one sense, built around 
contestation about what the policy problem was represented to be conceming Australia's 
investment in research and development. Prior to the announcement of Batterham's 
Review, specialist journalists had identified the poor level of Australia's investment in 
research, higher education and innovation under the Howard Government, compared with 
competitor nations as identified by the Organisation for Econom.ic Co-operation and 
Development (OEeD). This identification of a policy problem by specialist journalists 
involved a diagnosis based on global comparisons provided by OEeD indicators. In 
response to this diagnosis and ongoing criticism in the media, the Australian Federal 
Government announced a policy review in a media release. The naming and instituting of 
Batterham's Review as Australia's Science Capability Review with limited terms of refer-
ence offered a different diagnosis of problems centred more exclusively on the sciences, 
Journaloj'Education Policy 735 
and the role of innovation in the knowledge economy. This naming practice initially asso-
ciated the knowledge economy exclusively with science, engineering and technology, 
which seemingly limited the involvement of school education or other higher education 
disciplinary fields. 
The central argument about the media's involvement with Batterham's Review is that 
the naming and representing of policy problems by policy agents and journalists produced 
different looping effects in the field of print journalism and the field of policy. The policy 
field and the field of print journalism were therefore sites for data collection for these cross-
field effects. Identifying these sites raised questions about how to identify effects in practice 
that illustrated these int1uences. As themes were identified as the main source of contention 
between the two fields, what was mapped was the progrcssion of different themes intro-
duced by either policy agents (coded as policy themes), or by journalists and other contri-
butions to newspaper debates (coded as emerging themes). In short, the take-ups of policy 
themes by journalists were viewed as cross-field effects, and the adoption of emerging 
themes in media releases, interviews or policy texts by policy agents were also viewed as 
cross-field effects. The patterns of adoption of themes led to the categorisation of different 
kinds of cross-field effects in the field of policy and the field of print journalism. 
Focussing on the field of print journalism, three kinds of cross-field effects were iden-
tified: structural effects, event effects and knowledge effects. These three kinds of effects 
resulted primarily from the strategies of policy agents who intervened in the field of print 
journalism, in the form of timed media releases and interviews with specific journalists. 
Media releases and interviews during Batterham's Review were used strategically by 
policy agents as political instruments, with specific looping effects. Structural effects refer 
to complementary practices in different fields that result from strategies of naming and 
representing policy problems in specific ways. In Batterham's Review, structural effects 
resulted from the identification of policy themes that named areas connected to specialist 
journalists in newspapers, or the production of emerging themes by specialist journalists 
that identified problems for policy agents connected with the Review. Media releases 
introduced themes that were identified by specialist journalists in higher education and 
science as relevant to their publication of articles. The policy problems around innovation 
and knowledge production were represented in these media releases as located in these 
areas. 
Event effects refer to practices generated in different fields as a result of the perceived 
importance of specific events. During Batterham's Review, these effects resulted from the 
production of newsworthy events, or as a result of policy-makers 'hijacking the event'. Over 
the cow-se of Batterham'sReview, a number of significant media events took place, sLlch as 
science meets parliament day, an innovation sW11mit and the publication of interim reports. 
Some of these events were organised by groups beyond the Review, yet policy agents 
attached to the Review timed media releases to coincide with these events. Journalists often 
combined reporting about the event itself and the media release, resulting in a kind of 
'hijacking', in that the media interest in the rationale for the event was overshadowed by 
policy themes introduced by the media release. This kind of event effect highlighted the 
impoliance of media events for policy agents. 
Knowledge effects refer to broader patterns of practice that resulted from the engagement 
of newspapers with Batterham's policy review, and the knowledge that readers were likely 
to have of the policy as a result of these patterns. The identification of Batterham's Review 
as significant by specialist JOLlrnalists had the effect of limiting public discussion of the 
Review to an initially small number of newspapers. The importance of the knowledge econ-
omy in media discussion about the Revic\v was limited to its associations with scientific 
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research and innovation. When the then Prime Minister endorsed the Review in a media 
release, a wider section of political journalists became involved in reporting the Review. This 
wider reporting of the Review occUlTed after the majority of the Review's consultations had 
concluded. Knowledge about the review was widened, but was differentiated from involve-
ment with the Review itself. 
Many of the cross-field effects associated with Batterham's Review involved ways that 
categories introduced by the OECD were picked up in Australian print media coverage and 
policy texts. These effects relate to the way that policy practices, text and discourse by inter-
national organisations such as the OECD produce national effects in policy. The link 
between the OEeD's involvement and national policy fields raises further questions about 
the emergence and influence of policy fields that are not limited by national territorial 
boundaries and involve agents producing practices external to individual nations: policy 
fields that breach Westphalian sovereignty. 
EmelJtent global education policy field 
We developed the concept of a global education policy field from Bourdieu (2003) and his 
concept of a global economic field (Lingard, Rawolle and Taylor 20(5) and used research 
conducted by one of us with others on the OEeD. This research included the OEeD's Indi-
cators Project and the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) (Henry et 
al. 2001 ; Rizvi and Lingard 20(8) and related work on policy as numbers (Rawolle 2007; 
Lingard and RawoIle forthcoming). We draw on this research to empirically confirm its 
salience conceptually and in tenns of policy effects. 
While Bourdieu's concept of social fields had a primarily national focus, there is no 
logical reason why the concept could not be applied to social structures beyond the nation-
state. Bourdieu was aware of the shortcomings of 'methodological nationalism', which 
unthinkingly equates space and social categories, processes and effects with national soci-
ety. Processes associated with globalisation cany methodological implications for research, 
for which Bourdieu's theorising is usefuL First and foremost, Bourdieu's concept of social 
field is a physical metaphor that can be applied to global relations. Indeed, in the empirical 
research that underpins our discLlssion, such methodological and conceptual developments 
are required in order to situate and understand how global comparisons between nations and 
the emergence of a commensurate global space of educational measurement have come to 
have such influence over national education policy fields. 
As noted, public discussions around Batterham's Review were provoked by identifica-
tion of Australia's poor comparative funding on the basis of OECD annual indicators .. on 
measures related to innovation and knowledge production. The Review was also framed 
around another OEeD development, namely, the policy concept of the knowledge economy. 
The Review could be viewed as a bundle of pol icy effects caused by a globalised education 
policy discourse which was promoted through the practices of OECD agents. Without 
recognising the influence and role that international organisations, such as the OECD, the 
United Nations (UN), the World Bank, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO), the European Union (EU), play in national education 
policy developments, we will have an inadequate understanding of how education policy is 
developed within nations today. In effect, nation-states develop strategies in relation to 
globalisation through different kinds of interactions with the emergent global education 
policy field. The global education policy field denotes a space of policy practices, in which 
agents respond to different sets of global policy pressures, in the form of global economic 
fields and international politics. Our argument is that in a post-Westphalian stage of global 
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politics and international relations, global policy fields are emerging in many domains. Such 
fields are not replacing national fields, but having effects within them, which can be under-
stood using the concept of cross-field effects, specifically perhaps structural and looping 
effects. One of the major resources that organisations such as the OECD provide is a pOli-
folio of indicators and numbers with different aspects of national economies and societies 
being compared globally; this portfolio takes the concept of policy as numhers to a global 
scale. Rose's (J999) concept of policy as numbers recognises that numbers such as statistics. 
indicators. comparative measures of performances and so on have become central technol-
ogies of governance. The data collection of international organisations has created a 
commensurate space for the comparison of nations, embedded in the history of each organ-
isation and shaped by competition with each other. The practices of agents in these organi-
sations are not directly influenced by national policy directions; they have developed 
something of a relative autonomy from their constituent member nations. Arguably, such 
organisations have become policy activists in their own right··· our research, for example, 
would suggest that the OECD as well as continuing as an international think-tank, has 
become more of a policy actor in its own right (Henry et al. 2(01) ... in that their production 
of policy initiatives and numbers is employed to exert pressure on national policy directions. 
Our argument is that policy as numbers is a central element of the global education policy 
field, actually helping to constitute it as a field. 
In his late more political, less theoretical work Bourdieu (2003) challenged globalisatioll 
read only as neo-liberal capitalism. In arguing for the emergence of a global economic field, 
Bourdieu made the point that just as the constitution of national economic fields had been 
a political project, involving power, agents and institutions, so too was the creation of a 
global economic field. Rejecting the reification of gJobalisation, Bourdieu argued that 
certain agents, individually and collectively, have been central to the creation of the global 
economic field and central to the seeming hegemony of globalisation read performatively 
as nco-liberal market capitalism. We argue that the creation of an emergent global education 
policy field is also a political project and that the work of the OECD on its Indicators and 
PISA has been centrally important in constructing such a global education policy field. This 
is not to deny the continuing significance of a national education policy field. Indeed, it is 
perhaps useful to think of Mann's (2000) articulation of a number of socio-spatial networks 
which now work simultaneoLlsly; he describes these as local, national, international (rela-
tions between nations), trans-national (pass through national boundaries) and global. We 
believe on the basis of the evidence that there is an emergent global education policy field 
to which nations and their national education policy fields have to strategically respond. 
What we might see, after Bourdieu (2003), the amount of 'national capital' possessed by a 
given nation will determine to some extent the mediation of the global by the national. 
Drawing Oil histories of national statistical systems, particularly those of Porter (1995) 
and Desrosieres (1998), we see the PISA work of the OECD as central to the creation of the 
globe as a space of equivalence, the globe as a commensurate space of measurement. In 
short, this space of equivalence has been important for cross-field effects between the global 
education policy field and national education policy fields. The Indicators work of OECD, 
published annually as Education at a glance, also contributes to the constitution of this 
space of equivalence, as does the OEeD's World Indicators project, which seeks to develop 
educational indicators for the developing nations of the glohe, and which is jointly spon-
sored by the OECD, the World Bank and UNESCO. Statistical categories have also been 
aligned across the OECD, the EU's statistical agency Eurostat and UNESCO. While the 
OEeD is still predominantly a think-tank focussing on matters of economic policy, as 
already noted it appears to have become more ofa policy actor in its own right in the context 
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of globalisation (Henry et al. 2001). In this role as policy actor, the OECD has created a 
niche for itself among international organisations as a highly technically competent agency 
for the development of educational indicators and comparative global educational perfor-
mance measures, contributing to the constitution of a global education policy field. 
Our argument here is that the statistical work of the OECD (and that of other interna-
tional agencies) has helped construct a global education policy field. This is emergent 
through the creation of a global space of equivalence, akin to the homologous processes 
within nations and documented in the histories of national statistical systems. This is partic-
ularly the case with PISA, which in each (and future) iterations includes more nations and 
which constructs the test to be taken by students at the end of compulsory schooling in rela-
tion to literacy, maths and problem solving as applied in life situations. Most other interna-
tional statistical and indicators work draws on statistical collections conducted within 
nations, but the globalisation of these processes has also had convergence effects. It is 
significant that soon after its creation, the UN held a World Statistical congress to standar-
dise the measmement of different aspects of membcr nations. It is om contention that 
research is required now to understand the nature of this emergent global education policy 
field, its agencies and relationships, associated cosmopolitan policy habitus and practices, 
and cross-field effects with national education policy fields mediated by national capital. 
The global/national cross-field effects here are akin to structural and looping effects, as both 
fields accept educational investment in human capital as central to the emergent knowledge 
economy and global comparative measures of national educational performance as central 
to policy making in education within the nation. 
Conclusion 
Bomdieu's concepts offer thinking tools for researching and understanding education 
policy. At its simplest, the idea of a policy field with specific logics of practice allows 
another conceptualisation of the policy production and policy implementation gap. Bomdieu 
observed and the observation can be very nicely applied to policy texts: 
'T'he fact that texts circulate without their context, that ".,. to usc my tcnns they don't bring with 
them the field of production of which they arc a product, and the fact that recipients, who are 
themselves in a different fleld ofproductiol1, re-interpret the texts in accordance with the struc-
ture of the field of reception, are facts that generate some formidable misunderstandings and 
that can have good or bad consequences. (1999, 221) 
If we take as an example the schooling system: policy production at systemic level is 
carried out inside the state and its bureaucratic structures, with pmticular logics of practices 
which define the field and which are productive of a certain policy habitus. Further, certain 
capitals are valued in the power relations within this field, the context of policy text production 
in Ball's terms. This policy then has to be implemented within the field of the school, which 
has very different logics of practice and desired habitus and where different capitals are 
valued. 'The relationship between what Ball called the context of policy text production and 
the context of practice, or the text/implementation relationship then can be seen to be heavily 
mediated by the different logics of practice of the two fields, associated habitus and valued 
capitals. Implementation here can be seen in terms of potential or limited cross-field effects. 
Furthermore, we can see that the field of education policy, given its location inside the 
state with its bureaucratic logics is concerned with universality. In Bourdieu' s (1998b) terms, 
the state applies the universal as pmt of its legitimate right to exercise symbolic violence. 
This logic has been affected by the new public management modalities of the state field, but 
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bureaucratic logics continue as well. These logics sit in stark contrast with those of schools! 
teachers, which are more contextually bound, specific and contingent (Hardy and Lingard 
20(8). The new public management and audit culture have seen the emergence of a new state 
modality, manifesting as lack of trust of professionals and in quality control mechanisms and 
new accountabilities. Power ( 1997) argues that this audit culture sees control move away 
from the 'shop floor' ...... here the classroom and school field ..... to the top of the organisation, 
with management literature replacing social science literatures in the process. Thus, we have 
seen the rise ofthe emphasis upon outcomes from schooling and a culture of performativity 
which 'steers' through league tables and the like and is a specific manifestation of policy as 
numbers. This logic of the state policy producing arm sits in stark contrast with the peda-
gogical focus of teacher practices and their underpinning research literatures. 
The research on the Batterham Review and mediatisation of policy in Australia demon-
strated the usefulness as well of the concept of cross-field effects, namely in that case of 
three kinds, structural, event and knowledge. The second empirical account we dealt with 
related to an emergent global education policy field. Bourdieu's work is useful to under-
standing this emergent field and enables a rejection of a reified account of globalisation and 
allows for consideration of the interplay of this global field with the national education 
policy field. We also suggested that the concept of 'national capital' is useful to understand-
ing cross-field effects between the global and national fields. 
In accordance with Bourdieu' opposition to 'theoreticism', the argument here docs need 
further empirical verification. For example, the allusion above to the audit culture and its 
effects in schools offers a good empirical site for developing further the concept of cross-
field effects. We have demonstrated however that Bourdieu's conceptual framework, partic-
ularly the concept of social field, offers fertile ground for education policy research. It 
certainly helps amplify the policy cycle, globalise it and take account of agency through the 
concepts of changing policy habitus and practices of policy agents. 
Notes 
1. Bourdieu uses the word 'agent' in his later works to emphasise that agency is located within indi-
vidual people rather than structures. 
2. Hacking's concept of 'looping effects' has a family rcscmblance with Giddens' ([987) concept 
of the 'double hermeneutic, which Giddens developed to refer to the recursive or two-way rela-
tionship between social science concepts and the actual social world they seek to explain. This 
might be another way of thinking of the relationships between policy and practice and practice 
and policy. 
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